Executive Summary
and Findings

Purpose and Study Area

Study Purpose

The Boundary Planning Study (BPS)is a high -level study of
existing conditions , opportunities , and constraints which can
inform future planning choices about the BPSArea and

Executive Summary Topics

This Executive Summary and
Findings section presents highlights

surroundings. It is not a plan proposal to change land uses,
policies, or Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries. Rather,
the study provides data and information that can be drawn
from when considering alternatives for accommodating

of the Boundary Planning Study
(BPS) and is arranged with the
following major sections:

A Purpose and Study Area
A Limitations of this Study

future growth and when reviewing proposals f or UGA

_ A Study Findings
adjustments. A

A Scenarios Description
A Scenario Evaluation

A Implications and Future Use of
ThisStudy

The BPScompiles information on existing conditions,  and the
costs of providing infrastructure and services outside of the

existing UGA under hypothetical scenarios with increased

urbanization in the area. The study has built a tool to consider the potential vulnerability of the
area to residential and commercial development, as well as its potential suitability for such
development . In addition, the study considers regulations and policies that may have to be
satisfied, or amended, to a djust UGA boundaries.

The BPSalso considers policy tools that could address the stark transition sfelt by residents where
rural land uses abut urban land uses , as well as policy tools for environmental protection,
conservation , and recreation. Finally , the study addresses topics relevant across many parts of

the county including the BPS Area : affordable housing, economic development , andt ransit.

Study Area

The BPSArea extends eastward from the Southwest Urban Growth Area (SWUGA) to Broadway

Ave, north to Cathcart , and south to the county line, an area that is currently designated as rural
and that includes the community of Clearview . The Maltby UGA contains indust rial uses, the
Brightwater wastewater treatment plan t, and a historic town center; the Maltby UGA represents
a part of the county that would likely see the e ffects of any increased densities within the  BPS
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Chapter 1.A d Executive Summary and Findings

Area , while also likely providing some opportuniti  es. For these reasons , the Maltby UGA is
included in the BPS Area, even though the study does not consider growth scenarios for the
Maltby UGA .

The BPS Areaisover 10,000 acres in size, and includes rural homes and hobby farms,  numerous
creeks, including Little Bear Creek, and a sole source aquifer. There is a long -standing
commercial center at Clearview along SR 9. Public parks and open space offer passive and
active recreation opportunities  , and loc al schools offer education to children . Other
infrastructure includes state highways, county roads ,and rights-of-way , water utility lines and
wells, and gas pipelines

The BPS Area was chosen for study because itis adjacentto a fast -growing area wheret he
County has seen and expects to see continued interest in expanding the UGA. Given the
interest and pressures on this part of the county, the County wanted to develop data and
information unde r existing conditions and hypothetical growth scenarios , all of which consider
the presence and importance of Little Bear Creek and other streams
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Exhibit 1. Boundary Planning Study Area
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Chapter 1.A d Executive Summary and Findings

Approach

As a high -level study , the BPS generally describes current social, environmental, land suitability,
and capital f acility conditions in the BPS Area , such as:
A Social: Socio-economics including population, housing, and employment; land use and

growth patterns; and cultural resources

A Environmental: Surface water ; wetlands and geologic hazards ; groundwater ; natural area s
and tree canopy ; watershed characterization ; agriculture and forestry ; and open space
assessment.

A Land Suitability and Opportunities : Vulnerability and suitability ; and opportunities and tools
that may warrant further consideration

A Capital and Service D elivery and Costs: Transportation/traffic/transit  ; parks; fire protection
and emergency medical services  ; schools; water and sewer ; stormwater/surface water ;
power, gas, and telecommunications ; and fiscal analysis/costs of service

The BPSevaluates a range of hypothetical growth scenarios for the rural part of the BPS Area,

and includesa o Cur r ent S tcenario with hoeckadge ® existing land use designations

based on adopted 2035growth t ar get s, the planning horizon for Snohc
Comprehensive Plan . The two additional scenarios  apply hypothetical urban land development

patterns , with increased housing densities and mixed useswhen compared with the  existing rural

designatio n.

One of these two scenarios considered increased urbanization focused on two separate nodes
and is called the 0ONodes 6 Scenario . The other spread sincreased growth across the rural parts of
the study area and is called the oUrban é Scenario .

These Nodes and Urban scen arios do not have a target year and represent an average urban
Obuil dout é with avmefsamsavenghich o devetopment could occur . As the BPS

is not a plan, projecting the timing of growth under the two hypothetical o0 ur banicenarb® s
would not have been appropriate. However, for the purposes of completing fiscal analyses, the
approach required use of  establishing a future year and 2035 was used with the two scenarios to
match the Current Strategies Comprehensive Plan horizon year.

The purpose of evaluating  hypothetical scenarios is to : 1) consider costs of providing
infrastructure and services outside of the existing UGA  , and 2) understand potential
environmental and social  implications.

The study also asses®s regulations and policies that must be satisfied or amended if UGA
boundar y adjustments were to be considered in future planning initiatives

In addition to evaluating the BPS Area, the BPS study identifies conditions and implications for a
wider area that could be affecte d by changes to land use within the BPS . The wider or
0secondaryd6 study area is uniquely defined for each st
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Chapter 1.A d Executive Summary and Findings

Limitations of this Study

It is important to reiterate thatt  he BPS is a high-level study, not a detailed plan or proposal for land
use or growth distribution. T he two hypothetical growth scenarios described inthisstudy 060 Node s 0
and 0 Ur b & arénot plans, proposals, or projects currently under consideration by the County.

If, in the future, the County considers any proposed changes to UGA boundaries or land uses in
the BPS Area, the County will, at that time, fully analyze any such proposal. The existence of this
study does not presume an outcome on any proposal or comprehe nsive plan update process
the County will consider in the future. Because the BPS is a high -level study producing rough or

approximate analysis, any future detailed analysis of a specific proposal may produce different
results or information.

The BPS isalso limited to studying the BPS Area. Other geographic areas are considered for
context and to understand, at a high level, implications  for areas outside the SWUGA BPS Area
that might arise from changed land use scenarios within the BPS Area . The study doe s not
presuppose or consider changed land use scenarios in other parts of the county . The study
assesses the implications of increased growth occurring in the BPS and does not consider the
implications or tradeoffs of increased growth allocated elsewhere i n the county .

Study Findings
Outreach

Outreach Activities

While designed as a study to collect information and data, the BPSincluded stakeholder

outreach to share information about the BPS and provide opportunities to gather insights from

stakeholders about BPS Area conditions . Objectives were to:

A Create shared understanding  between government representatives, tribes, consultants,
community leaders, and other stakeholder groups,

A Gain clarit y on what <current | ythevBRSIKArea ankevicihity, and what

A Hear ideas from both technical professionals and community members ,

A Increase the understanding of the interconnected complexities of the region ,

A Share the study results with the broader community , and

A Explain how the study will be available for future planning efforts, including  the 2023 County
Comprehensive Plan Update and how the community  can be engaged with that Plan

A variety of methods were used to share information and to seek insight , including developing a

website where several hundred people signed up to stay informed . In addition, stakeholder
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Chapter 1.A d Executive Summary and Findings

interviews, workshops , and a survey were conducted during the BPS.  The draft BPSwas shared

with a summary, full report, and  interactive map series. The County held a workshop and an

online survey was conducted. Consistent themes heard during outreach  included:

A Transportation System Investments . Many felt traffic congestion and lack of road, bike, and
pedestrian facilities are affecting their quality of life. Some suggested roadway infrastructure
investments and others service improvements (e.g., transit). As a largely rural area, this is a
pressing consideration for residents today, and increases in concern if there is mor e
development.

A Natural Environment Values and Conservation.  Natural systems (e.g., streams, trees) are
assets and provide ecosystem services. Many want to protect the environment and avoid
degradation or loss of trees and habitat

A Rural Character. Many val ue the rural feel of the area and desire to keep urban growth in
other already -developed parts of the county. Others want to limit where added growth
could go in the BPS Area (e.g., add to businesses or village at Clearview) and retain a feeling
of farm an d rural beyond.

A Housing Affordability and Availability. Many desired more housing choice and affordability.
Some found that solutions to add housing lay in the existing urban areas, and others thought
that urban housing allowances in the BPS Area could be a solution.

A Quality Services and Infrastructure . There is an appreciation of schools, parks, and other
services in the area and, at the same time, a sense of need for added improvements.

Additional growth  should not be allowed  until infrastructure is in p lace to accommodate it
beforehand

A Engaged Community. Residents in and around the BPS Area care about their community
and want more opportunities to feel engaged and represented.

Governing Frameworks

Over recent years, the County has seen continued interest in seeking changes to the UGA on
the southeast edge of the SWUGA  for a number of reasons.

A multitude of interconnected state, regional, and local laws and authorities det ermine how
growth will occur  in Washington State , starting with the state Growth Management Act (GMA) ,
which seeks to manage growth to prevent sprawl. In addition , there are interconnected layers

of processes and criteria to consider when seeking amendments to UGA boundaries . Changes
to UGA boundaries largely hinge on whether there is a demonstrated need driven by population

and employment  growth, that the UGA can be served with urban levels of service, and that
boundaries are logical.

While it is the County that adopts UGA boundaries, it is not County policy alone that guides
where growth can occur, and when UGAs can be amended. Development patterns need to be
consistent with policies ata countywide and regional level. If UGA amendments were desired,
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and they were not consistent with reg  ulations and policies, processes are in place for seeking
changes to those regulations and policies . Legislative amendments would be a lengthy process
with the potential for success uncertain.

Existing policies ar e applicable to the o0edgedé areas where rural
Stuations that arise from abutting land uses can create tension and concern, and the BPShas
identified tools that may  be applica ble when considering possible remedies.

The Clearview community is unique in that it is the only designated Limited Area of More

Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD), a GMA -based designation, within the  county . Changes
to boundaries in LAMIRDs are only possi ble under limited situations. A current  initiative called 0A
Road Map t o Wa s hiomhasteviewddsposBihletadjustenents to the planning

framework in Washington State, including potential flexibility in the framework for LAMIRDs.

Another initiative isan update to the Countyoswhihrededsa howe Lands Rep
determinations are made on availability for land for urban development . Recent state legislation
has adjusted the Buildable Lands Report requirements and approach

Me a n wh iVISEODN2060,6t he Puget Sound R epgocessroaévelda strategy fbrd s
accommodating an additional 1.8 million people in the central Puget Sound area, is under review.

Current Conditions

Social

Socio-economic_s

There are over 11,000 residents in the B PS Area living in over 4,000 homes , and they tend to be

older, married, and have a higher median income than other residents of the SWUGA or the

county as a whole.  Similar to other areas of the county but to a greater degree, a majority of the
residents are white, non -Hispanic. Given the rural nature of the BPS Area, the housing stock is
dominated by owner -occupied, single -family housing. The BPSArea has a greater proportion of
manufactured and mobile homes , a source of afforda ble housing, than other areas of the county.
These units are in distinct mobile home parks as well as individual units on separate parcels.

The local economy inthe  BPS Areais strongly dominated by construction and manufacturing
industries in the Maltby U GA, as well as services likely related to the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Other employment activities include retail , commercial , and institutional uses in the Clearview
Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD) as well as rural uses such as daycare
facilities, event venues, and equestrian training. Recreation and tourism activity in the BPSArea

appear related to existing and planned regional parks, trails, and other facilities, as well as horse -
related businesses. Over half of BPS Area re sidents commute at least 10 miles to work, with the

most common places of work being Seattle and Everett. Most employees that work in the BPS

Area commute from outside , with over half of employees commuting from at least 10 miles away.
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Land Use and Growth Patterns

Almost three -quarters of the BPS Area is in residential use. Over 10% consists of vacant or

undeveloped property. Another 4% is in commercial use such as Clearview. The remaining 10%

of land is in public/civic/utility ~ use or other uses. With the exception of the Maltby UGA,t  he land

use pattern in the BPS Area is low -density residential . However, most of the platted lots are less

than 5 acres in size because they were developed prior to 1995, when the County increased
minimum lot sizes in the rura | area as part of the Countydsthedirst Comp
GMA. Development density is limited because of t he rural designation of the BPS Area.

A 2017 population capacity evaluation found the unincorporated Municipal UGAs to the west
and the uninco rporated SWUGA are growing faster than cities in the county das of 2017, the
Unincorporated SWUGA has met 81% of its 2035 population target.

Demand ishigh for housing in the unincorporated SWUGA, west of the BPS Area, with much of
the buildable land capa  city used , especially along the  western boundary of the  BPSArea .

Single-family development has consumed about half of
the single -family capacity in unincorporated areas in the
SUWGA. Although the largest proportion of housing units
built across the county are single -family detached

housing, over 40% of new housing units across the county
permitted between 2010 and 2015 were duplex or multi -
family units.

Housing capacity estimates suggest that future housing Strawberry field, Clearview 1944, Mann 2015

demand can be accommodated with existing la nd
supplies within the SWUGA, but there may be locations
close to the BPS Area boundary on the west where
developable lands are scarce.

Cultural Resources

Valued by tribes, Little Bear Creek and other BPS Area
streams have long sustained fish. Little Bear  Creek also Maltby RR Depot, Undated Mann 2015
provides a relatively wide natural open space corridor.
There is a higher potential for archaeological resources
along Little Bear Creek and other stream corridors than
areas beyond these stream  corridors .

Abundant resources and successful loggi  ng, mills, and
farming attracted Euro  -American settlersto Clearview,
Cathcart, and Maltby  over a hundred years ago. = The BPS
Area also attracted settlers with small farm plots and Maltby School 1920s, Mann 2015
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proximity to industries and cities wiedistdryrisai ns. The ar e
recognized in local grange halls and remaining historic agrarian buildings.

Rural estate homes and animal -keeping still exist. Similar to over a hundred years ago, residents
continue to commut e to nearby city centers , now by roads instead of trains.

Environmental

The BPS Area is notable for its extensive tree canopy, fish  -bearing streams, and sole -source aquifer.
The BPS Area provides important critical area and open space functions and values. Rural

residential properties with hobby farms, equestrian centers, and some value -added agriculture
(e.g., flowers) reinforce a rural character and economy

All categories of critical areas defined under the GMA are found inthe BPS Area, including
wetlands, critical aquifer recharge areas  (CARAYS9), fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas,
frequently flooded areas, and geologic hazard areas. (RCW 36.70A.030(5)) Critical areas tend to
be concentrated along the Little Bear Creek corridor, though there are other important fish -
bearing streams with w etlands and riparian areas and abutting steep slopes, such as Trout Creek,
Great Dane Creek, Cutthroat Creek, and Rowlands Creek.

ThisBPSevaluates six basins and 14 sub -basins for current conditions including:
A Indicators of intactness: overall forest co  ver, forest cover in critical areas, critical areas
extent, aquatic habitat extent

A Indicators of degradation: total impervious area, total impervious area within critical areas,
and storm conveyance density

Considering indicators for watershed intactness, and watershed degradation, subbasins in the

central -western portions of the BPS Area ¢ including Middle Little Bear Creek, Trout Creek, and
Rowlands Creek & have the highest protection priority rating of Protection Priority 1 . This is a rating
system developed for the BPS reflecting science , professional literature, and consultant team
professional expertise in collaboration with County surface water management staff . Subbasins
in the central -eastern portions of the B PSArea , including Upper Little Bear Creek, Great Dane

Creek, and Cutthroat Creek,  are considered Protection Priority 2 . The eastern portion of the BPS
Area isevaluated as Protection Priority 3, and include sbasins drainin g to the Snohomish River.
Other subbbasins to the west and south straddling the BPS Area are identified as places for

targeted restoration.

These indicators illustrate broad conditions but are not meant to take the place of more in -depth
basin studies and plans that county, state, and federal agencies produce. Local conditions at a
block or parcel scale may vary from the conditions summarized across sub -basins.
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Map of Draft Watershed Characterization Results

Protection Priorities

Draft Watershed Prioritization
() Low Priority

[ Protection Priority 1

(| Protection Priority 2

[ Protection Priority 3

[ ] Targeted Restoration o

Protection Priority 1: Subbasins where there
are the highest extents of important critical
areas and aquatic habitats, which also

show highest levels of intactness

Protection Priority 2: Subbasins where there
are high extents of important critical areas
and aquatic habitats, and that are still
generally intact

Protection Priority 3: Subbasin where the
extent and existing condition of important
critical areas is moderate; however key
indi cators of degradation (impervious
surface coverage and storm drainage
conveyance) are low.

Targeted Restoration: Subbasins where key
indicators of watershed process

degradation are moderate to high;

however, indicators of extent and

intactness focused on i mportant critical
areas and aquatic habitats remain at
moderate levels.

Lower Priority: Exhibits high degradation
and low intactness conditions.

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all
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Managing groundwater recharge and discharge is also essential to ensure groundwater
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than with glacial till sediments . Impacts to these areas are also more likely to
Although travel times are longer,

development

impact groundwater baseflow discharging to Little Bear Creek.
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groundwater recharge fromtill  -covered areas elsewhe re in the BPS Area does reach potable
aquifers and discharges to Little Bear Creek  or the Snohomish River .

From a sub -regional perspective, the = BPS Areais on the edge between urbanized areas and
rural areas . These rural areas provide substantially more e cosystem service sas part of a larger
rural area surrounding the lower Snoqualmie valley. See Section 5.G, Open Space Assessment.
The natural features of the BPS Area @ including the substantial tree canopy, limited impervious
surface coverage, and relativ  ely intact stream system & provide numerous benefits in the BPS
Area and for the region as a whole.

Puget Sound Regi Regianbl Ogzo Space Cdnseryation Plan reinforces the results
of the Open Space Assessment Tool (OSAT) that the Little Bear C  reek corridor is a conservation
need in the region.

Capital/Service Delivery

The BPS evaluate s major categories of County  -provided facilities including transportation, parks,
and stormwater/surface water. Highlights of current conditions that were conside red in the
development of hypothetical growth scenarios for the study are highlighted below.

A Transportation/Traffic/Transit : Major state routes & SR 9 running north -south, SR 524 running
east-west, and SR 522 along the southeastern edge through the Maltby UGA 0 are the
primary travel routes and are highly traveled .TheBPSAr e a 6 s dansity e @dunty -
owned roadway lane  -miles per square mile is less than half that ofthe count y 8 s
unincorporated UGA and has no facilities classified as principal ar  terials. Given that much of
the co u n t no@-8GA land is remote from cities and UGAs, the average provision of
roadways within the BPSArea is well above the average of all non -UGA area s. The BPS Area
has low bikeway density compared to the unincorporated UGA and does not have any non -
motorized trails . There is no transit service as the community voted in 1997 and 2008 not to be
included in Community Whiletherd ate&msne waationsiwithie tha BPS a .
Area that could support transit, most areas would need to densify considerably to support
cost -effective transit service

A Parks: Snohomish County is the primary provider of parks and recreation services and
manages about 156 acres of parkland , though only Miners Corner is developed as an active
park and Hole in the Sky is an undeveloped park accessible by reservation. The East County
Park and Recreation District serves the area with an active park in Maltby. The future Carousel
Ranch Park is un developed with a master plan to guide future use. The County has secured a
railroad corridor and is in the process of securing the property rights to develop a rail with trail
alignment for future extension of the Centennial Trai  |. The University of Washington maintains an
experimental forest for educational purposes that may be a future opportunity for passive
recreation. Natural gas pipelines and power lines traverse the BPS Area , and the entities that
own them allow for some pu  blic use subject to agreement and practices.
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A Stormwater/Surface Water : Most of the study area s rural, and there are limited constructed
stormwater features. Impervious are a is relatively low and forest /permeable conditions are
hi gh. Most of cutrdntesurfacewatér jpdnagement revenue collected for
services in this area is related to non -residential use (e.g. , Maltby ).

The study also considered capital facilities and services provided by a number of the multiple
special districts that provide services important for daily life
A Fire Protection : Fire District 4 and particularly  Fire District 7 provide services to the BPS Aea.

A Schools: Four school districts & Everett, Northshore, Monroe, and Snohomish & serve the BPS
Area. Each have schools inthe BPS Area, and t hree have properties that are planned for
development or expansion , including Everett, Monroe, and Northshore Sch ool districts.

A Water: A majority of the BPS Area is served by municipal water service providers, including
Alderwood, Cross Valley Water, and Silver Lake Districts,  but principally Cross Valley.
Unserved areas will require new conveyance infrastructure . Some served areas require new
or updated infrastructure. The districts have plans to address infrastructure needs.

A Sewer: Sewer service is the responsibility of the same  three special purpose districts  identified
for water service. However, within the B PS Area, only Cross Valley provides service to the
Maltby UGA consistent with  the GMA requirements that allow sewer  only as an urban
service. Most of the BPS Area is feasible for sewer service, with limit  ing factors such as
development costs associated with topography and distance to the nearest treatment
plant.

A Power: PUD 1 provides power to the BPS Area. At present, there is sufficient distribution
capacity within the BPS Area. In the periphery of the BP S Area, however, there are other
substations with circuits that are currently heavily loaded or at capacity during summer peak
contingency conditions.

A Gas: PSE provides local natural gas service to western Snohomish C ounty , including the BPS
Area . Hazardou s liquid pipelines also extend through the BPS Area

A Telecommunications: Telecommunication services include landline and cellular service.
Broadband, cable, and internet service is also available. Telecommunication infrastructure
can support information ne  eds and economic development.
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Scenarios Description

As noted, t he BPS evaluates a range of hypothetical growth scenarios for the rural part of the

BPS Area, and includes a o0Current Strategieso6 Scenario
designations based on adopted 2035 growth targets, the planning horizon for Snohomish

Countyds 2015 Co mpTeuseoh lsypotheticaPgroath . scenarios isto provide

information and analysis about the implications of changing the current plans and strategies for

land use in the area. The hypothetical s cenarios are not formal alternatives or proposals.

Scenarios are a means to identify potential future growth levels and patterns, and how that

could affect environmental, social, and capital facilitie g service conditions, including costs.

Three scenarios provide distinct conditions :1)Cur r ent Str ategies based on toda
usepolicy t hr ough 2035, as adopted in the 2dcusedt yds Comprehe
development in Nodes , and 3) a more extensive Urbanpattern. The oO0ONodesdé and o0Urbano
scenarios do not have dates associated with them as they consider averageurban OoObui | dout o6

conditi ons, with no assumed timeframe.  Each scenario isdescribed more below.

TheBPSuses a concept cad |l Agployiype | tolgenatcsame hudt with housing

and commercial  forms (or typologies ) that can fit in either a rural or urban context depending on

density and open space.  The typologies include forms that fit the current BPS Area housing pattern

and rural commerci al nodes consistent wi thlandt he Count yds
Clearview Commercial zones. They also illustrate urban h ousing types and mixed -use commercial

that could be applied to the BPS Area landscape, guided by land suitability results described later

in this Executive Summary . Housing types include various sizes of single -family lots, cottages,

townhomes, and apartme  nts. Mixed use commercial is also considered.

Prior to developing scenarios, the consultant team gathered information about current

conditions regarding environmental, social and economic, and public service topics. A staff and
consultant charrette was the  n held during the study where teams identified broad concepts for
conservation, land use, transportation, and parks and recreation for the purposes of the study
Different ideas were then coalesced into the following scenarios using the charrette results

Current Strategies: This Current Strategies Scenario is based on f uture land use categories and
zoning districts in place today . All analyses associated with this scenario are based on the

adopted Comprehensive Plan and 2035 growth targets . Most of the area is zoned for Rural 5 -
Acre Lots, allowing a very low density of 1 dwelling per 5 acres or 0.2 units per acre. The Maltby
UGA is zoned mostly as Light Industrial as well as Industrial Park, Heavy Industrial, Planned
Community Business, and General Commercial and others.

Nodes: The Nodes Scenario would contain urban uses within denser focal points in the southwest
and northeast portions of the BPS Are Under the Nodes Scenario:
A Arural edge is retained on the northwest.

A On the northeast, the area is more compact and urban with more residential open space
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typologies to transition to lower density rural areas to the east.

A Along the southw est, a narrower band of residential is  included, transitioning to the rural
corridor of Little Bear Creek.

A The central east retains a rural character until heading south to Maltby.

A The western edge of Maltby is Rural , and over time, greater landscaped tran  sitions would
provide a buffer between uses  (e.g., dense trees, berms, or similar strategies ).

Urban: The Urban Scenario extends urban uses to the most territory. Under the Urban Scenario:

A There are more continuous urban areas

A Higher density Mixed Use Com mercial, Walk Up Multifamily, and Townhouses  are integrated
into the Clearview area

A A oConvenience Center Gis located at SR 524 and SR 9, similar to Current Strategies .
A Greater mixed -use is provided near Maltby.
A Clustered development typologies are applied extensively across urban areas to:

G Recognize concentrations of critical areas,

G Promote low impact development, and

G Offer transitions from urban to rural densities.

A The value of Little Bear Creek is addressed by assuming rural large single -family development
in the vicinity of the creek . Open space conservation focus areas are also applied along

major sensitive creek corridors to promote optimal clustering and low -impact development
patterns.
Typically, within an u rban growth area, densities are higher than in rural areas to meet the GMA

goals for compact urban growth, avoiding sprawl, and conserving environmentally sensitive

areas and open space. Subsequent parts of the BPSdescribe how there can be use of lower
de nsities in urban separators or where there are critical area complexes of high functions and
values. For that reason, the BPSscenarios in some cases use densities that are lower than may be
considered traditional for urban designated land.

The Current Strategies, Nodes, and Urban scenarios are mapped on Exhibit 3, Exhibit 4, and
Exhibit 5, respectively, applying different forms (typologies) of development. Maps illustrate a 2 -
acre grid cells instead of street blocks or parcels. This approach was used for the purpose of

completi ng subsequent parts of the study.
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Exhibit 3. 0 Existing Zoning with 2 -Acre Grid Cell

Current Strategies
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Zoning Categories

I Rural Business

Il Clearview Rural Commercial

B Community Business

B Planned Community Business
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Il Heavy Industrial
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B Industrial Park N

##4 Planned Industrial Park
Residential 9,600 sq. ft.
Residential 20,000 sq. ft.
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I Rural Conservation
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NV Arterial
Street
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Waterbody

Stream

=1l
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V2 1
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limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
ohomish County makes no representation

Note: This map was generated solely for the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Sn
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: Snohomish County PDS, 2018; BERK, 2018.
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Exhibit 4. Hypothetical Node s Scenario with 2-Acre Grid Cell

Note: This map was generated solely f or the Southwest UGA Boundary Planning Study and is subject to all limitations of the study described in Chapter 1 of this
report. All data, analysis, and information set forth herein are for illustrative purposes only and are subject to change. Sn ohomish County makes no representation
or warranty concerning the content, accuracy, currency, completeness, or quality of the information contained herein.

Source: BERK, 2019.
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